Commissioner Lawson,   dissenting:

Although I am not in disagreement with my colleague Commissioner
Jestrab, I would offer further explication of ray reasons for dissent-
ing from the views of the majority.

The majority interprets  too  narrowly a broad  standard whose
clear purpose  is  to protect miners  from  injury caused  by contact
with exposed moving machine parts,   including  the elevator cage and
retiring cam in  this  case.     The standard in  question  states:

Gears;   sprockets;   chains;   drive,   head,   tail,   and
take-up pulleys;   flywheels;   couplings,  shafts;
sawblades;   fan  inlets;   and  similar  exposed moving
machine parts which may be contacted  by persons,
and which may cause  injury  to  persons  shall  be
guarded.

Mathies  received a citation for  failing  to  guard   "the automatic
elevator and associated parts   ...   adequately  to  keep  persons  from
coming in contact with  the elevator as  it was moving   in the  shaft
along  the stairway."    The majority does  not  disagree  with  the
finding of  the judge  that an elevator cage with its  retiring cam
is  a "machine part",   nor do I,   and that  conclusion is  supported by
the operator's  own witness.     He  testified  that   the elevator cage
moves up and down  the shaft,   receives  power   from an external source,
and the hoist equipment includes  the cage,   and  a motor and  pulleys.
Tr.   117,   120,   123.     Thus,   the elevator  cage   is   clearly  a  "machine
part."    The majority also concludes   that  the  elevator  cage with its
cam is not "similar"  to  the items  listed  in   the  standard,   and,
therefore  is beyond  its reach.     That  determination is  not  supported
by the evidence  in this case.

First,   the machine parts enumerated  in  section 75.1722(a)  are
quite dissimilar,   and,  when considered  together,   comprise a broad
spectrum of parts   that must be  guarded.     What they have in common,
as  the majority notes,   is motion and   the elevator cage  shares  this
characteristic.     Slip.   op.   at 3.     The majority  states,   "Quite simply,
In our view,   [the  elevator cage]   does  not  even  remotely resemble,   in
form or function,   those machine parts  specifically listed  in the
standard." Id.     The majority fails,  however,'"to examine the parts
listed and deduce  their "form and  function,"  and then consider
whether the  elevator cage with   its retiring  cam  is "similar."
Clearly,   sawblades,  which come  in various configurations,  and fan
inlets,  neither  resemble  nor  function  in the  same manner as  gears
and sprockets.    Attempts  to classify  the parts  enumerated in the
standard  fail because  the parts  have  little  in  common.     Mathies
suggested in its brief that the listed parts are all  the "inner
workings" of machinery,  and are  unlike the elevator cage because
the movement "is  the product of   the  parts which  transmit the power."
Mathies br.  at 11,    This  theory is deficient,  however,  because saw-
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